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Letter from Peggy Risch Dated July 9, 2000

19-1 Please see Response 6-3.

19-2 Please see Response 6-2.
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Letter from Bob and Diane Madgic Dated July 10, 2000

20-1 Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.
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Letter from Allen Harthorn Dated July 10, 2000

21-1 Please see Response 6-3.

21-2 Please see Response 6-2.

21-3 Please see Response 6-5.

21-4 Please see Response 6-7.
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Letter from Curtis Knight Dated July 11, 2000

22-1 Please see Response 6-2.

22-2 Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.

22-3 Please see Response 6-7.
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Letter from Curtis Knight Continued
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Letter from Melinda Brown Dated July 12, 2000
23-1 Please see Response 6-2.

23-2 Please see Response 6-3.

23-3 Loss of water in the dredge ponds was included in the groundwater analysis in the
EA/IS. Increased flows as a result of the project are expected to have a beneficial
effect on Clear Creek.

23-4 As noted in the EA/IS, it is anticipated that the water ski park will remain in
operation after implementation of the project. Motorized water sports at reservoirs in
the surrounding area were not analyzed as part of this project.

The Proposed Project neither impacts land use designations nor prevents
landowners from obtaining alternate sources of water that may be necessary to
continue to operate their private, non-profit, or commercial business ventures.

23-5 No plans exist to provide compensation for “secondary” beneficiaries of the ditch.



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

3-82 RDD/003671671.DOC (CAH805.DOC)



COMMENTS RECEIVED ON THE PUBLIC DRAFT EA/IS AND RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

RDD/003671671.DOC (CAH805.DOC) 3-83

Letter from Melinda Brown Continued
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Letter from Eve Ladwig-Scott Dated July 12, 2000

24-1 Please see Response 6-2.

24-2 Please see Response 6-5.
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Letter from Elizabeth Brink Dated July 12, 2000

25-1 Please see Response 8-1

25-2 Please see Response 8-2
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Letter from Elizabeth Brink Continued
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Letter from Dianna Thrasher Dated July 12, 2000

26-1 Please see Response 6-3.

26-2 Please see Response 6-2.

26-3 Please see Response 6-5.

26-4 Please see Response 6-7.
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Letter from Matt Richardson Dated July 12, 2000

27-1 Please see Response 6-3.
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Letter from Norcal Fishing Guides and Sportsmen’s Association Dated July 13, 2000

28-1 Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.
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Letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board Dated July 10, 2000

29-1 Project implementation will be accomplished in close coordination with the
CVRWQCB. Results of the sampling analysis and the design for the excavation
indicate that sediments may be removed in a safe manner.

29-2 The inability of the Vibracore equipment to reach the sediment-bedrock interface on
transect A was identified early in the sampling effort due to a need to avoid
disturbing part of the cribbing structure of the old dam. Other methods for taking
deeper samples were pursued including drill core devices where possible, however,
variations in bedrock made it difficult to access all areas. The sampling results are
useful in that they indicate that mercury contamination is unlikely to exceed toxic
waste thresholds based on the degree to which samples from the bedrock-sediment
interface are below the hazardous levels. However, to assure that mercury
contamination does not result in significant impacts, monitoring and sampling
efforts will continue through dam removal and dewatering of the reservoir pool. The
project is phased such that detailed sampling will be possible throughout dam
removal. Recent design modifications include development of a pilot channel that
will be cut down near bedrock. This will allow for sampling of a complete cross
section of sediments.
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Letter from California Regional Water Quality Control Board Continued

29-3 Project designs currently outline dewatering efforts to address potential impacts
from contaminated sediments, if they are present at the site. Sediments and water
will be sampled prior to removal, and if contamination is found sediments will be
dewatered prior to removal.

29-4 The Bureau of Reclamation has requested authorization for the project from the
Army Corps of Engineers under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Three are
nationwide permits for reservoir dredging and wetland formation that may be
applicable pending further analysis.
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Letter from David W. Swarts Dated July 6, 2000

30-1 No additional alternatives have been identified for delivering water to properties at
the eastern portion of the project area.

30-2 As noted in the EA/IS, implementation of the Proposed Project is not anticipated to
affect land use in the dredge tailing area. Accordingly, the reclamation plan
associated with current mining operations is not likely to be affected.
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Letter from City of Redding, Department of Economic Development, Dated July 14, 2000

31-1 No significant impacts have been identified. Therefore, no mitigation is required.
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Letter from John R. Williams Dated July 13, 2000

32-1 The commentor does not present substantial evidence or new information regarding
the project. Individual concerns raised in the commentor’s letter are addressed
below. Qualified professionals conducted analyses in a variety of fields. Barring new
information or substantial evidence documenting a flaw in the analyses, the analyses
presented in the EA/IS will remain unchanged.

32-2 As noted on page 3-5 of the EA/IS, landowners may expect a decrease in
groundwater levels up to approximately 6.5 feet. The actual decrease at any
particular location is expected to vary, depending on geologic conditions, proximity
to the ditch, leakage along any particular stretch of ditch, and the proximity to other
sources of water (i.e., creeks and washes). It is unlikely that a drop of 6.5 feet will
lower groundwater levels below the screened depth of existing wells because
seasonal reductions in groundwater levels currently exist – notably, when the ditch
is shut down in the late summer or early fall. Thus, well production is not expected
to noticeably change along the ditch. Further, homeowners near Clear Creek likely
have access to groundwater that is directly influenced by the creek itself. This will
provide a relatively high quality source of water for domestic use. Centerville CSD
has also indicated that they may be able to supply potable water to residences near
Honeybee Road, offering another source of water for nearby residences. However,
homeowners will likely be required to pay for water delivery, similar to other
customers of Centerville CSD. Paying for water service is not considered a
significant impact. The reduction in groundwater had not been identified as a
significant impact. Water rights claims resulting from the Proposed Project are
outside of the scope of this document.

32-3 For information regarding measures to take to avoid reductions in water levels at
your water ski pond, please see Response 4-7. For information regarding sulfate
concentrations, please see Response 2-7. The specific pond that the commentor is
referring to is very close to Clear Creek and is likely be subject to some flushing
flows of the creek. Further, preliminary comparisons of relative elevations indicate
that the pond may be able to take water from the ACID Canal via a gravity
diversion, although further review would be required.
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Letter from John R. Williams Continued
32-4 As noted previously, the decrease in groundwater levels is not anticipated to result

in a change in land use. However, landowners may need to take a more active role in
the management and collection of water on their individual properties.

32-5 Final results from the mercury sampling effort indicate that mercury at the dam site
is well within manageable levels.

32-6 As noted in Chapter 2, the establishment of engineering cost estimates led to the
current agreement between Reclamation, CDFG, and TFWDC.

The TFWDC has decided to exchange their existing pre-1914 water right for 6,000
acre-feet of substitute CVP water to be used through existing CVP facilities at other
locations within Shasta County. Since the TFWDC has elected to move the place of
use of their water right, there is no longer a need to spend public funds to maintain a
water diversion that will no longer exist.

32-7 Please see Table 3-5 of the EA/IS for assumptions used for evaporation in ponds and
phreatophyte evapotranspiration. Diversions into the ditch also affect timing,
temperature, and water quality of groundwater return flows.

32-8 Sediment transport occurs at various flows, often varying along a stream as gradient,
geology, and width change. At Saeltzer Dam, the reservoir forms a wide, slow point
in the river, causing sediments to deposit. The commentor is accurate in noting that
net sediment transport is probably in equilibrium – input to the reservoir roughly
equals output. However, equilibrium is likely achieved during high flushing flows,
when sediment can be pushed over the dam. During lower flows, sediments are
more likely to collect behind the dam. Removing the dam would allow for greater
sediment transport at lower flows, resulting in a more steady flow of sediments
through the basin.

32-9 As described in Section 3.1.2 Vegetation, the project would not impact any “special-
status” plant species. The composition of plant species along the ditch is expected to
change in some locations after water deliveries through the ditch cease. Because the
ditch itself is an unnatural feature on the landscape, water seepage from the ditch
has created favorable conditions for herbaceous and woody riparian plant species to
grow in an area previously dominated by upland species. A more detailed
discussion of anticipated changes to the plant community along the ditch is
provided in Section 3.1.2.2. The project will result in changes to the plant
community. In some locations permanent wetlands will become seasonal in nature,
and some areas that currently support riparian species may trend towards upland
species depending on site-specific conditions. In general, the area along the ditch
will trend towards more natural plant communities over the long term. These
changes are not considered to be significant adverse impacts. In addition, increased
flows downstream of Saeltzer Dam will create favorable conditions for creation of
additional riparian and wetland habitats that will be beneficial to fish and wildlife
species.
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Letter from John R. Williams Continued

32-10 Restoration of salmon and steelhead populations to the 10 miles of stream habitat
upstream of Saeltzer Dam will greatly benefit river otters. Increased flows to lower
Clear Creek will benefit salmonid species which, in turn, will provide a valuable
food source for otters that reside along the creek. In addition, the existing ponds will
still provide seasonal habitat that will be available to river otter.

32-11 Localized groundwater levels are affected by actions taken in the area, including
well operations, mining, and ditch operations. The groundwater analysis considered
the effects of the project based on a general water budget. Therefore, changes in
operations would not affect the water budget. The commentor’s example is valid,
with one notable exception. The groundwater basin is not a closed “bowl.” Instead, it
leaks from the sides – if water decreases in a portion of the basin, water from near by
will flow into the basin. In this respect, a sieve in a larger tub of water, instead of an
impervious bowl, more accurately describes the example. If water levels in the sieve
decrease, water from the tub will flow into the sieve, and vice versa. The influence of
the surrounding areas was not included in the groundwater analysis, resulting in a
conservative estimate of groundwater impacts. Also, the groundwater analysis used
current conditions for assessment of impacts. Future mining activities, and their
influence on groundwater, are considered speculative and are beyond the scope of
this document.
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Letter from John R. Williams Continued
32-12 Records provided by the TFWDC indicate that the ditch does convey water year-

round as follows:

− November 1 through April 30 – 4.5 cfs
− May 1 through June 30 -- 28 cfs
− July 1 through August 31 – 32 cfs
− September 1 through October 31 – 28 cfs

These assumptions were used to develop the analysis presented for groundwater
resources. However, the low flows November through April indicate that the ditch
gate is likely closed and that flow in the ditch may be a result of rain, groundwater
discharge, or a leaky gate. Flow in the ditch between November and April is not
used for irrigation.

32-13 It is extremely unlikely that the maximum groundwater drop of 6.5 feet will cause
wells to go dry. The 6.5 feet is likely within the normal variation currently
experienced by well operators. Further, as noted in the EA/IS, winter hydrology is
anticipated to refill the groundwater basin in most years, maintaining fairly stable
inter-annual water levels in the basin.

32-14 Please see Response 32-3.

32-15 Please see Responses 32-1 and 32-14.

32-16 Air quality will not be affected by sulfur in groundwater. Sulfur in groundwater well
water is likely reduced under certain conditions, resulting in the release of H2S,
which causes an unpleasant odor. The source of the H2S is likely deeper geologic
formations, where anaerobic (no oxygen) conditions lead to the formation of H2S,
that is detectable in well water. Other commentors noted that deep wells tend to be
undesirable because of the presence of sulfur. The commentor hypothesizes that the
elimination of ditch water will cause concentrations of sulfur to increase in
groundwater discharge (i.e., ponds), and the increased concentrations will have
undesirable odor. The hypothetical condition noted by the commentor would be
precluded by two factors:

(1) Ditch water has only a limited interface with the deeper geologic formations.
Ditch water has more influence on shallow groundwater, which is unlikely to be
influenced by geologic formations that could cause formation of H2S.

(2) Ponds and other groundwater discharge regions are predominantly aerobic
environments (oxygen is available), precluding formation of H2S. Thus, large
amounts of sulfur would not be released by the cessation of ditch water because the
chemical process that releases H2S occurs in an anaerobic environment.

Therefore, large emissions of H2S will not occur following implementation of the
project.
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Letter from John R. Williams Continued
32-17 The commentor’s facility was not specifically mentioned in the EA/IS because of the

location of the pond. The commentor’s facility is south of Clear Creek Road, near
Clear Creek. This location is likely to experience the least change in groundwater
elevations because of its distance from the ditch. However, without a detailed
evaluation of groundwater resources in the immediate vicinity of the property, it is
impossible to provide an estimate of the change in groundwater levels. For this
reason, 6.5 feet is considered a conservative estimate of groundwater impacts. Even
with this conservative estimate, impacts are considered less than significant.

32-18 If substantial evidence is presented outlining the need to reevaluate impacts of the
project, the impact statements will be changed accordingly. To date, no such
evidence has been presented; therefore, the impact statements stand with the
revisions noted in Table 2-1 of this document.
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Letter from John R. Williams Continued
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Letter from Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann, & Girard Dated July 14, 2000
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Letter from Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann, & Girard Continued

33-1 The project will not result in a change to the availability of water for CVP customers.
Instead, water that is currently delivered under a pre-1914 water right will be
exchanged for water delivered elsewhere in the county. Flows in Clear Creek will
remain unchanged, but they will be formalized through a separate agreement. Any
additional flows above those newly formalized will be made with waters made
available under Section 3406 (b)(2) of the CVPIA. In fact, implementation of this
project is considered a step towards improving conditions for salmonids listed under
the ESA and, as such, is an incremental step towards improving environmental
conditions in the Delta, potentially increasing the ability to divert water from the
Delta for CVP contractors south of the Delta.

33-2 While Section 3406 (b)(12) may not support the removal of Saeltzer Dam, the intent
of the law is clearly to provide improved fish passage through the site. Although
construction of fish ladder would satisfy the letter of the law, it does not provide the
best solution to improving fish passage through the site. Given the poor condition of
the existing dam, and desire of TFWDC to exchange their existing water right,
construction of a fish ladder is no longer a prudent alternative.

33-3 Cost share arrangements for the measures outlined in Section 3406(b)(12) are beyond
the scope of the EA/IS. Cost sharing is often a complicated administrative
arrangement that includes separate shares for separate aspects of restoration efforts.
Occasionally, cost-sharing arrangements must be altered or amended to comply with
applicable laws. The lead agencies intend to comply with their cost-sharing
responsibilities.
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Letter from Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann, & Girard Continued

33-4 The legal merits of the agreement between Reclamation , CDFG, and TFWDC are
beyond the scope of a NEPA/CEQA analysis. For the purposes of the EA/IS, it is
assumed that the agreement is valid under all applicable laws.

33-5 As noted on page 2-3 of the EA/IS, the alternatives cited by the commentor were not
eliminated based solely on relative cost. Instead, they were eliminated after
considering costs, impacts, value of the beneficial use of diversions, and relative
improvements to fish passage.
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Letter from Kronick, Moskovitz, Tiedemann, & Girard Continued
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Letter from David W. Swarts Dated July 18, 2000
34-1 Water provided to landowners from ACID would be subject to the normal rate

structure ACID charges to the rest of its customers. The lead agencies do not have
plans to pay for water delivered to landowners from ACID or other water purveyors
in the area.

34-2 Please see Response 30-2.
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Letter from Larry Whitehead Dated June 25, 2000
35-1 Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.
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Letter from Department of Transportation Dated June 30, 2000
36-1 Thank you for your comment. No response is necessary.
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Letter from Donald R. Lamb Undated
37-1 Currently, plans call for the ditch to be closed immediately prior to removing the

dam. The act of closing the ditch would be undertaken by Reclamation after the
agreement between Reclamation, CDFG, and TFWDC is signed.

37-2 As noted in the EA/IS, implementation of the project is expected to reduce
groundwater levels by as much as 6.5 feet. The low production rate of existing wells
is most likely more a result of the fractured nature of the geology than the influence
of the ditch.

37-3 Qualified professionals in a number of fields prepared information provided in the
EA/IS. The EA/IS specifically avoids speculation regarding impacts to resources. In
fact, in many cases, impacts are estimated on a conservative basis, to avoid
understating potential impacts. This is the case for groundwater, where actual
impacts are expected to be less, but a conservative approach estimates that impacts
may be as great as 6.5 feet.
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Attachment to Letter from Donald R. Lamb Undated
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Attachment to Letter from Donald R. Lamb Continued
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Letter from Saeltzer Dam Public Meeting Dated June 22, 2000
38-1 Seepage from the ditch and the resultant effect on groundwater was addressed in the

EA/IS in Section 3.2.2, Groundwater. Additional information pertaining to
subsequent impacts on wildlife and recreation was presented in Section 3.1,
Biological Resources, and Section 3.8, Land Use and Policies. For biological
resources, the cessation of ditch water is expected to return the ditch to a more
natural, seasonal state, representative of natural mesic communities elsewhere in the
region. For land use, the reduction in groundwater is not expected to cause a change
in existing land use because other areas in the county maintain similar land uses in
similar rural settings without the benefit of a ditch. Economic effects were not
quantitatively analyzed. Economic effects are expected to be somewhat beneficial
due to the construction expenditure associated with the project and the improved
fishing in Clear Creek. However, it is acknowledged that additional costs may be
incurred by individual landowners for improvements to water supply systems.
These additional costs are anticipated to be similar to measures undertaken by other
landowners elsewhere in the county.

38-2 Please see Section 3.2.2, Groundwater, of the EA/IS.

38-3 Comments noted. Landowners who have been using water without a water rights
permit will not be compensated for the loss of water. Resultant hydrologic
conditions following implementation of the project are anticipated to be less than
significant.

38-4 The groundwater analysis considered impacts to third parties. Please see response
38-1.

38-5 Concerns were raised regarding the project’s impact on water quality, specifically
given reports of saline and sulfur water in deep groundwater wells. These concerns
were treated as new information and resulted in additional research and
consideration. First, however, it should be noted that individual well characteristics
may vary considerably. It is acknowledged that deep wells drilled into bedrock
formations, may have relatively low yields compared to alluvial aquifers due to the
fractured nature of the deeper formations. Further, these deep formations may have
elevated levels of salts and sulfur due to naturally occurring elements in the rocks.
However, the shallow groundwater that is most influenced by the ditch has a low
mixing potential with the deeper, fractured aquifers of the bedrock formations.
These conditions are similar to groundwater conditions elsewhere in the county. In
summary, the cessation of the ditch is not expected to have a noticeable influence on
water quality in the deeper formations because of the poor mixing potential between
the two formations.

38-6 As noted in Section 3.2.2, Groundwater, the basin is expected to re-fill every winter,
resulting in stable groundwater levels on a year-to-year basis. However, cessation of
ditch flows is anticipated to increase seasonal variability because recharge from the
ditch will not contribute to groundwater levels into the late-summer, early fall.
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38-7 Implementation of the project is anticipated to benefit recreation in the creek.

Existing recreation in the pond areas is expected to remain unchanged if land
owners implement water management strategies to support pond levels later into
the year.

38-8 Please see the Summary of Project History and Public involvement prepared as a
supplement to information provided in the Public Draft EA/IS.

38-9 Aesthetic resources are not expected to be impacted from the project. Typically,
visual resources are considered those exceptional scenic viewsheds that are
accessible from established sites. Commentors noted that the lowering of pond levels
would constitute an impact to visual resources. This would not occur because the
views of the ponds are (1) not established sites for viewing scenic vistas or
viewsheds – in fact, the gravel mining operations are themselves typically
considered negative aesthetic resources, and (2) the ponds are anticipated to be
actively managed to maintain water levels, thus eliminating the potential for
impacts. Please see Response 2-7 and 32-16 for additional information regarding
sulfur.

38-10 Annexation to ACID may be feasible for landowners along the eastern portion of the
study area. Further, the elevation of the ACID canal may make deliveries to land
owners at lower elevations along the creek feasible. Land owners in the western
portion of the study area may be able to access potable water supplies from the
Centerville CSD.

38-11 Groundwater accessibility is anticipated to remain available for landowners in the
region.

38-12 Please see Response 38-1.

38-13 Please see Response 6-2.

38-14 Please see Response 6-5.

38-15 Please see response 2-14.

38-16 Please see Response 6-6.

38-17 Measurement in cfs, or cubic feet per second is a rate that determines a volume of
water over time. Acre-feet, or a one-acre area covered to a depth of one foot with
water, is a volume measurement. Commentors noted that there were some
discrepancies relating to the conversion of acre-feet of diversion for Townsend Flat
Water Ditch Company and the cfs diversion. Some of the discrepancy may have
resulted from the difference between the two measurements. For instance, the
maximum capacity of the ditch may allow more acre-feet to be diverted than is
currently the practice.

38-18 Water rights claims for water from the ditch following implementation of the project
should be addressed to the Ditch Company.

38-19 Please see the Summary of Project History and Public Involvement.
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38-20 Please see Response 4-6 for a discussion of mosquitoes.

38-21 Wetland impacts are presented in Section 3.1, Biological Resources. The EA/IS
determined that there are no established wetland communities along the ditch itself.
Further, although cessation of the ditch will result in changes to riparian species
along the ditch, the species are expected to change to a seasonal wetland
representative of natural communities in the region. This change, in conjunction
with improved wetland habitat along the creek is expected to result in no net change
to wetland habitat in the study area. Please also see Response 4-3.

38-22 Please see Response 4-4.

38-23 Comment noted. This concept has been incorporated qualitatively into the analysis
of recreation impacts presented in Section 3.12.

38-24 Comment noted.
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Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Dated July 13, 2000
39-1 Comment noted.
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Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Continued
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Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Continued
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Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Continued
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Letter from Governor’s Office of Planning and Research Continued
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